ED 112 738 



DOCOHEHT BESDHE 



r 



HE 006-7U 



TITLE 



INSTITOTION 

POB DATE. 
BOTE 

EDR& PRICE 
DESCEIPTOBS 



a Folldw-up Study of the Classes of 1968-1972; ■ v 
Nursing Capitation Grant Project E. Training for New 
Roles, Types, or Levels of Nursing 'PersonneJ.* 
fiesearch Hedical Center, Kansas City, Mo. School of ^ 
Nursing, 
[lH] 
58p. 

MF-.$0.76- HC-$3.32 Plus Postage 
Career Opportunities; fareers; *Curriculuia; 
Curriculum Design; Curriculum Development; 'Curriculum 
Evaiaaiion; *Health Occupations; Health Personnel; 
Health Se^vie^L^* Higher Education; Hospital 
- Persofinel; *Medical Education; Nurses; *Nursing;. 
Professional Occupations; Questrio-ivD aires; Surveys 

ABSTRACT r ^ • 

In June 1972r the Research Medical Center School of 
Nursi-ng was awarded a Capitation Grant for approximately $^6,000' 
under* the Rurse Training Act of 1971. Tiis report focuses on one of 
.three projects delineated under this grant: Training for new roles, . 
typesr or Ipvels of nursing personnel. The purpose of the project was 
to gather- data relative to the post-graduation vocational and 
educational activities and future plans of the graduafes for the five 
years 1968-1972. Part 1 of the study outlines the results of a 
questionnaire sent to the ''graduate^ as well as input obtained from 
the school's director and the Medical Center's assistant director for- 
Patient Services. Part 2' o£ the study reviews the responses obtained 
to determine potential implications for the curriculum and to 
formulate recommendations based upon comments made by the graduates. 
The questionnaire contained a list ofv 22 noirsing functions and two 
open-ended questions. The ratings of the nursing fujictions and ^ 
responses to the open-ended questions provided the information for 
the recommendations. (JMF) 



* . Documents acquired by ERId include many . informal unpublished * 

* * mato^rials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort * . 

* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal * ' 
^ * reproducibility are ofteji encountered ^and this affects the quality * 

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes, available ♦ . 

* via the ERIC Document E*e production Service (EDRS) . EDRS is. not * 
♦'responsible for the quality *of the original document . Reproductions ♦ 

* supplied by EDRS are the be'st that can b,e made from the original. * 



CO- 1 

Q 
LU 



Nursing Capitatbn Grant Project B 
Training for New (?6l|es, Types, or Levels 6f Nursing Personnel 



0 



us 06PAPTVENT OP H6ALTM 
€OUCATiOS i //6 LPAfte 
NATiONAi, INSTITUTE OF 
€ OUCATiON 

• pf ^ ' . • - ' ^ 



ERIC 



^ 1 A FOLLOW-UP STUDY 
OF THi CLASSES OF T%8-1972 



GRANT NO IE04 NU00714-01 





Research 
Medical Center 
Sdiod of Nursing 

2316 E. Mjeyer Boulevard 
Kansas fcity, Missoup 



. NQrsing Capitation Grant Project B 

Training for New Roles, Types, or Levels of Nursing PersonrpI 



A FOLLOW-UP STUDY 
OF THE CLASSES OF 1%8-1972 

GRANT NO 1E04. ^^0)0714-01 



PREFACE 



This study of Research Medical Ceriter Scho.ol^ of* Nursing 
graduates was one of three projects undentaken as part of the 
Nursing; Capitation Grant #1E.0U NU00714-01 awarded the School 
of Nursing . . ' ' , 

The purpose of these projects is to provide information to 

aid in improving the quality of education offered by the School 

of Nursing and to provide a data base for future studies. 

The projects are being conducted by the School of Nursing. 
The project staff includes Dr. Teresa Mitchell, Project 
Director; Clifford B, Tatham, Ccfordinator , Special Grants and. 
Projects; and Mary H. Proctor, Members of the Medical Center* s 
Administration and the Scihool's Faculty who. provided infor- 
mation for the Follow-up Study included: Carl Felling, Assistant 
Director, Patient Services; Marie Barrentine, Linda Harris, 
Evalyn Holder, Pam McNally and Joan Walker, 

This report describes the procedures ^nd findings of the • 
Follow-up Study of the Classes of 1968 through 1972 -of the 
School of Nursing. Additional information, may be obta-ii/ed by 
contacting Mr. Tatham. . ^ / 



Teresa L. Mitchell, R.N., Ph.D. . . / 

Director - ' . * / 

School of Nursijig ' / 

/ 
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. A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF THE 
CLASSES OF 1968-1972: PART I 

ft 

\ 

In June, 1972 the Research Medical Center School of 
Nursing was awarded a Capit-ation Grant for approximately , 
$66 ,000 under the Nurse Training Act of 1971 (Grant ^^lE 04 
NU0071U-01). Three projects were delineated undar tl;>is 
grant: "Training for New Roles, Types,, or Levels of Nursing 
Personnel**; '^Curriculum- Improvement " ; and "Increasing' the 
Supply of Nursing Personnel". This report focuses upon Part 
I of the "Training for New Roles^..." project. 

PURPOSED The purpose of, this project was to gather data 
relative to the post-graduation vocational and educational 
activities and future plans, of the^ graduates of Research 
Medical Center School of Nursing for the past- five years, 
(1968-1972 ). The informatio^i gathered fpr this report will- 
provide the basis for Part II of this project, that is, to 
evaluate the findings of this report to determine if the 
curriculum could be enhanced. 

METHODOLOGY. An ad hoQ committee of the School's faculty 
was formed to advise the research staff in the development 
of a questionnaire to be mailed to the graduates of the Schbol 
Additio.nal input was obtained from the School's Director and 
the Medical Center's Assistant Director ^f^ Patient Services* 

The population for this study consisted of those stu- 
dents who had graduated from the School daring the years 1968 

I 

- 8 



through 1972. Due to .the relatively small size of the pop- 
ulation^ it was decided to mail the questionnaires to all 
graduates rather 'than a random sample of each class. Address- 
es were available for 266 of the 2^6 graduates. 

A letter explaining the purpose of the study and a ■ copy 
of the questionnaire were mail^ed. to those graduates for. who^ 
addresses were available. Approximately^ three weeks after* 
the initial mailing, a second letter and another copy of the 
questionnaire were mailed to tbose graduates who had not 
responded to the first letter^. Dur^i-ng't he early part: of 
August telephone calls were made to those graduates living 
in the Kansas Cityarea who -had not returned their question- ^ 

n^ire. These graduates were asked for 'their cooperation- in '"l 

the project. A copy of thQ letters and* the questionnaire may 
be found in the Appendix. ^ ' , ' 

SURVEY FINDINGS, Completed questionnaires were returned 
from 234 of the 286 graduates for an overal,l return rate of 
eight;/-two percent (82%). The r^eturn rate varied- from seventy- 
nine percent (79%) for the Cla^4 of 1970 to eighty-four percent 
(84%) for the Classes of 1969 an'd 1972. .The data appear in 

t 

tabular form at the conclusion ^f the narrative. 

-SUMMARY. The major findinjgs of this Follow-up Study were' 
as follows: . ; • » 

1. Seventy-pne percent (11%) of the graduates who 
responded indicated' that they were married. " As 
might be expected, th^ pr)opor>tion of married i 
respondents increased.lthe longer they had be'en 

out of school. I I 

^ t i ' • 

2. Two-thirds of the groiij) (66%) indicated that^they 



resided. V7l thin the* six-county metropolitan Kansas- 
City area. Eight-two percent (82%) of those who 
reside in the metropolitan area. are employed by 
hospitals in the area. 

All of the respondents have been Employed at least 
one time since their graduation. A total of 90% 
indicated that they were employed either full time 
(76%) or part time^(m%). ' The major reason cited 
for not being employed was family/personal needs. 

The respondents are licensed as Registered Nurses 
in 27 states including Missouri. Sixty-five percent' 
(65%) are licensed in Missouri only and twafity-nine 
percent (29%) are licensed in Missouri ancf at least 
^ one other state. The remaining 6% are licensecfsin 
other states . 

" ^ r 

The number of nursing positions held since graduation 
tends to increase with the length of time since grad- 
laa'tion. For the group as a whole ^ "U5% have been 
with the same I employer since graduation. The approx- 
imate median monthly salary for this group was $750. 

Of those who indicated they were employed as RNs , 
approximately 13% were working in each of the follow- 
ing nursing fields: Medical, Surgical, Pediatrics/' 
/and Maternity. An additional 26% were working in 
Special Services, e.g. Intensive Care Units, Emergeh- 
'Cy>xRoom, etc., and 6% were in general nursing. 

Eighty-three percent (83%) indicated they were em- 
ployed by a hospital; 71% of these are employed by 
hospitals in the metropolitan Kansas Gity area. 

2 additional 9% were employed in doctors' offices, 
^proximately seventy percent held positions as 
either Staff N^l?ses (31%) or as Team Leaders (U0%). 
Anpther 10% indicated they were either Head Nurses 
(8%) or Supervisors (2%). 

Slightly 9ver one-half. (59%^ of the group* has been 
continuously employed since graduation. For those 
who indicated* their employment had been interrupted, 
82% were unemployed for less than one year. 

A majority of the respondents indicated that they 
hoped to still be active in the nursing profession 
in 1983. In r^nk order, the three most frequently 
cited positions they hoped to have were: Staff 
Nurse, Administrative , -and Instructor. Although 
not all respondents answered this particular ques- 
tion, of those who did several listed two or more 



i« 



positl^ons. Only 17 indicated they were undecided 
about i/proceeding, or staying in,- nursing. 



Lrt^-six peroent (36%) of the respondents are 
Ti^s of one or more professional organizations, ^ 
e.g. -MationaX League for Nursing, American Nurses 
Association, etc. One-fifth (20%) indicated that 
''..they -were members of the Alumni Association.^ One 
third (33%) indicated they had been active yin the 
Student Nurse council while in school.^ - 

Ten percent (10%) of the group had contributed a 
total of 500 hours in volunteer services to agencies 
such as the Red/Cross, during -the past year. Twenty 
percent (20%) had given talks or participated in 
panel discussions related 'to the health field an- 
average of 2.2 times 'during the past^ year. 

Over one-half (59%) of the group had investigated 
the possibility of obtaining a Baccalaureate Degree. 
Of those ^ who investigated a Baccalaureate program, 
25% a^pplied for "admission and 9U% of the applicants 
were accepted. \ -> 

Three graduates have attained their Baccalaureate 
.Degrees in Nursing since graduating. An additional 
16 indicated they. were attending a program which 
would lead to a degree; six in Nursing and 10 in 
other fields. 

The majority of the respondents (84%) indicated 
that they had encountered no difficulty in obtain- 
ing a position because they lacked the Baccalaureate 
Degree. . 

Over one-third (38%) indicated they had attended 
workshops, institutes, or non-credit courses since 
graduation.' Of thdse who had attended" such programs, 
60% had attended one, 28%^.had attended two, and ' 
12% had attended three or more. ' ^ 

Based upon their education at the School of Nursing, 
a majority of the graduates felt they were qiialified 
to be either a Hospital Sta'ff Nurse ;'( 96%) or a Team 
Leader (85%). In addition, 81% felt qualified to 
function in -a Clinic/Doctor ^ s office. 

With experience, but without further education, 68% 
of the graduates felt they would be qualified to be 
Head Nurses and 38% to be Supervisors. One-,fourth 
(25%) felt they would be qualified to 'be either a 
Clinical or Classroom Instructor And 28% to be 
Public Health Nurses. 



V 
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Slightly over one-Kalf (58%-) 'of the respondents 
ra^ted 'their preparation for nursing in general as 
''Somewhat above' that of graduates of other Diploma 
programs. An additional 39% rated 'their preparation 
>as 'About the same' as that of graduates of othe^r , 
Diploma programs. .Eighty-eight percent .( 88% ) rated 
their preparation a? " ^ 
uate^ of Associate 
to yie preparation of a Baccalaureate Degree Nurse, 
44% of the respondente-^i^ed their, preparation ^asH 



' Somewhat above ' and 



'About the same' as 



that of a Baccalaj^reate ^Degree Nurse. 

Overall, 2 9% rated J;'fie adeg/uacy of their preparation 
as 'Excellent', 51>irated/it as 'Good' and 16% rated 
it as 'Fair'. The majori/ty of the respondents indi- 
catecJ that their work in nursing had met their 
expectations in terms of Personal Satisfaction (89%), 
Salary (71%) and Workii^ Conditions (66%). 

Ninety-two percent (92%) of the respondents Agreed 
or Stro^ly Agreed that the Diploma Prpgrams in 
Nursing 'j.should be continued. The* moj^t frequently' 
cited r^sans for continuing, the Diploma Program ^were 
"Better preparation" and "More clinical experience'* 
'than gradwires of other nursing programs. 
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'; • Table 2 

Marital ^tatus of Respondents 



Marital Status 

Single 

Married 

Formerly 
'larried 

' Total 



1968 1969 1970 1971 1%72 Totals 

(1^ = 29) (N=57a (N = 49) (N = 54)^ (N = 75) (N=234) 



18.5% 
;7i4 .1 

7.4 

100 .0 



11. 1% 



3.7 
100.0 



14. 3% 
85.7 . 

o'.o ■ 

100.0 



29.6%' 
66. 7 

3.7 
100. 0 



40.0% 
57.3 

s 

.< 2.7 

100. d 



26.1% 
70.9 

2.9 
100.0 . 



Table 3 

Number of - Child^i^n of .Married and 
Formerly Married Respondents 



T 


1968 
(N=24) 


1969 
(N=24) 


1970 
(N=42) 


1971 
(N=38), 


1972 
(N=45) 


Total 
(N=173) 


Number d'f 
Children 










/ 




Non^ 


45.8% 


29.2% 


45.2% 


63.2% 


6 8.9% 


53.2% » 


i' 


25.0 


54.2 


33.3 


23.7 


11.1 


27.2' 


■ -2; 


16 .7 


8. 3 


19.1 


2. '6 


8.9 


10.9 


3i . 


4.2 


8.3 


2.4 


.0.0 


2.2 


2.9 


1 

No Response 


8.3 


0.0 


0.0 


10 '.5 


8.9 


5.8 


' 'Total 

1 


100 .0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 ■ 


100.0 


100.0 
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Table 4 

I 

Occupations of Respondents* Spouses 





196 8 
(N=22) 


19-6^ 
(N=23) 


1970 
(N=42) 


1971 
(N=36) 


1972 
(N=43) 


Total 
. (N=166) 


Occupation - 




• 














Professional 
Physician 


9 


.1% 


0.0% 


►0. 0% 


. 0.0% 


2 


. 3% 


1.8% 


Health related 


13- 


T6 


8.7 


7.1 


"2.8 


4. 


6 


6.6 


Business 


4 


. 5 


4.3 


9.5 


16.7 


7 


. 0 . 


9.0 




0 


. 0 


r 

8.7 


2.4 


5.6 


4 


• § 


• 4.2 


Engineering 


9 


.1 


4.3 


' 7»1 


5.6 


4 


. 6 


6.^ 


Natural sciences 4 


. 5 


0.0 


4.8 




2 


. 3 


3.0 


Pharmacology 


4 


. 5 

* 


0.0 


2.4 


0.0 


0 


• 0 . 


1.2 


Others 


4 


.5' 


4.3 


7-1. 


8.3 


2 


. 3 




Armed Forces 


4 


. 5 


8.7 


14. 3 


8.3 


7 


.Q 


9.4 


Managerial 


.9 


. 1 


8.7 


2.4 


2.8 


4 


. 6 


4.8 


Sales/Clerical 


•9 


:i 


30.4 


11. 9 


8.3 


11 


. 6 


13.2 


Skilled 


• 4 


. 5 


13.0 


19.0 ., 


13. 9' 


11 


. 6 


, 13.2 ■ 


^ i?^ri culture 
Law enforcement 


0 


. 0 


0.0 • 


0.0 


2.8 


2 


. 3 


1.2 


0 


. 0 


0.0 


0.0 


■ 2.8 ' 


7 


.0 


2.4 


Student • , 
Housewife 


9 
0 


.1 
.0 


0.0 
0.0 


■ 7.1 
0.0 


16.7 
0.0 • 


16 
2 


. 3 
. 3 


10.8 

> 

.6 


Other 


4 




4.3 


0.0 


0.0. 


. 2 


. 3 


1.8 


No respon-se 


9 


.1 


• 4.3 . 


4.8 


2.8, 


.7 


• ° 


7.. / 


Total 


100 


. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 • 
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Table 



Educational Level of Respondents' Spoiises 



1968 1969 1970 1971 \ 1972 .Total 

_^ (N=22) (N=32) (N = 42) (N=36) \ (N=43) (N = 166) 

Years of . 
^Education 

8-11 0."0% 8.7% 

12 13.6 13.0 

■ 13 0.0 17.4 

lU • 0.0 21.7 

15 13.6 ' "4.4 

16 • 22.7 ■ 13.0 
0^:'er, 16 . ,.40.9- ■ 21,7 

Response 2.9 0.0 

Total 100.0 ' 100.0" 



0.0% 
9.5 
16.7 
21.4 
7.1 
26. 2 
19. 1 
0.0 
100.0 



0.0% 
^ 2.8- 

19.4 
' 13.9 
11.1 
25 .0 
27.8 
0.0 
100.0 



\ 0.0% 
16.7 

4.8- 
14. 3 
19 .5 
"33.3 
2^1.4 
• D.O 
lOD.O 



1.2% 
10. 2 
12*. 0 
15. 1 
9.0 
25.3 
24. 7 
2.4 ■ 
100.0 



Table 6 



State in Which Respondents are Licensed as R. nL s 



». 

1 


1968 
(N=29) 


1969 
(N=27) 


1970 
(N=49) 


1971 
(N=5 4) 


] 


lI972 
= 75) 


Total 
(N=234) 


Licensed in: 










• 




1. 


, Miss-feuri Only 


5 8.6%' 


66 . 7% 


53.1% 


62. §% 




6.0% . 


64.9% 


- Missouri Plus-' 


34.5 


14. a 


.. 34.7 


3'5.2 


r 

1 


4.0 


28.6 


Other States** 


6.9 


18.5 


'12.2 


1. 8 




0.0'' 


5.9 


Total 


100 .0 


'100.0 


100.0 ' 


100.0 


100.01- 


100.0 



Mississippi, Kansas, Calorado, Nebraska, Iowa, California, 
Texas, Wisconsin, Connecticut, Indiana, Delaware, Alabama, 
Minnesota, New Mexico, Maine^, Massachusetts, Michigan, Ohio, 
Florida, Illinois,, Maryland, Oklahoma, Washington S Guam 



Louisiana, Pennsylvania, Idaho / Arizona , .Colorado S Kansas 

ERIC ^ . . . 




Resp 




■ Table 7 
s Presently Working 'as R.- N.s. 



1968 
(N=29) 



1969 
(N=27) 



1970 
(N=U9) 



1971 
(N=54) 



1972 
•(N=75) 



Length of time 
per week 

Full time 

Part-time 



51.7% 



59. 3% 



59.2% 



88.9% 



91.8% 



10 



Total 
(N=234) 



76. 1% 



1-16 hours 


24 


.1 , 


-7.. 


4 


8.2 


3 


7 . 


0 


.0 


6 


.4 


17-32 hours 


~3 


.5 


14. 
0. 


8 


18-. 4 


0 . 


0 


5 


:4 


7 


.7 


3 3 or more 


3 


.S 


0 


D.O 


0 . 


0 


0 


.0 




. 8 


Not working 


10 


. 3 


18. 


.5 


14.3 , 


7. 


4 


2 


.7 


8 


. 6 


No response 


' 6 


.9 


0. 


0 


0.0 


0. 


0 


0 


.0 • 




. 8 


Total 


10 0 


.0 


100. 


0 


100.0 


100 . 


0 


100 


.0 


100 


.0 



Table 8 

Primary Reasons for Not Working as an R'. N. 



1968 
■ (N=4) 



1969 
(N=5) 



19 70 
(N=7) 



1971 
(N=4) 



1972 
^N = 2) 



Total 
(N=22) 



Reason Given 
Family /personal 50.0% 
Not necessary 25.0 



No desirable 
positions 



Other 



Total 



0.0 
25.0 
100.0 



. 80.0% 
'0.0 

0.0 
20.0 
100.0 



71.4% 100.0% 
28.6 0.0 



0.0 
.0.0 
100 .0 



0.0 
0.0 
100.0 



50.0% 
0.0 

50 .0 
0.0 
IQO.O 



12.1% 
13.6 

I 

4.6 
9.1 
100.0 
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Tabie -9 

Field in which Responde\ts are Now ^ployed 



1968 1969 IQJO v-1971 1972 

(N=24) (N = 23> (N='r2^- (N = 52-^^-_iN^ 



Nursing FieLd 



Table 10 

Type of Employer for whom Respondents Work 



Employer 



Total 



neui Ca.1 


4 


.2% 


8 


. 8% 


19 


.0% 


8 


.0% 


20 


.5% 


16 


.5% 


Surgical 


20 


. 8 


17 


.4 


7 


.2_ 


12 


.0 


10 


.9 


12 


._3 


Maternity 


29 


.2 


8 


.7 


16 


. 7 


12 


.0 


16 


. 4 


16 


.0 


Pediatric 


. 12 


.5 


8 


.7 


4 


. 8 


20 


.0 


12. 


3 


12 


. 3 


Psychiatric 


0. 


0 


0 . 


0 


0. 


0 


4 


.0 


2. 


7 


1. 


9 


Special Services 


16 . 


7 


21, 


7 


28. 


6 


fb 


.0 


23. 


3 


20. 


3 


Other 


16. 


7 


34. 


8 


23. 


8 


24. 


0 


13. 


7 


20. 


8 


Total 


100. 


0 


100. 


0 


100. 


0 


100. 


0 


100. 


0 


100 . 


0 



1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 Total 

(,N = 24) (N=23) (N = 42) (N = 50) tN=73) (N=212) 



Hospital 


79.2% 


82.6% 


80.9% 


86 .0% 


84.9%- 


83. 4% 


Nursing Home 


0.0 


■ 0.0 


0.0 


0.0"^ 


" 1.4' 


.. 4 


Public Health 


0.0 


0.0 


2.4 


0.0 


1.4 


.8 


School of Nursing. 


0.0 


0.0- 


2.4 


0.0 


0.0 




M. D. , D.D.S. , etc. 


16 . 7 


8.7 

4 


11.9 


r4*Q^. 


8. 2 


9.10 


Other 


4.2 


8.7 


2.4 


10.0 


4.1 




Total 


100. o' 


100. Q 


100.0 ^ 


100.0 


100,0 


-^ooio 
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Table 11 . .. 

Type o£ Nursing Position Held by Respondents 



.1968 - 1969 
(N-=24) (N=23) 



1970 1371 1972 'Total 

(N=42) '(NrSO) (N=73) (N=212) 



Position 














Staff Nurse 


12.5% . 


30.4% 


23.8% 


36 ."0% 


39.7% 


31. .6% 


• Team Leader 


58.3 


26.1 


38.1 


32.0 ' 


" 43,,e 


39. 5 


Head Nurse 


4.2 


4.4 


9.5 


12.0 


8.2 


8v5 


Supervisor 


0.0 


4.4 


7.1 


2.0 


0.0 


2.4 . 


Instructor 


4.2 


4.4 


2».4> 


4.0 


6.0 


1.9 


Private Duty 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


1.4 


.5 


Other 


20 .4 


30.4 


19. 1 


14.0 


6. 8 


14. 7 


No Response 


8.4 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


.8 


Total 


100 .0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 . 


^55 




Table 


12 


• 






Number of Nursing 


Positions Held Since Graduation 






1968 
(N=29) 


1969 
(N=2 7). 


1970 
CN=49) 

> 


, 1971 
CN=54) 


1972 
CN=75) 


Total 
(N=234) 

4b 



\ Number of 
e' Positions 



' 1 

1 

• 2 ^ 


20.7% 


37.0% 


^ 32.6% 


53.7% 


60.0% 


45. 3% 


6.9 


11.1 


32.6 


20.4 


29.3 


23.1 


3 


24.1 


' 29.6 


26.5 


24.1 


9. 3'' 


20.5 




20.7 


- 11.1 


8.2 


1.8 


0.0 


^ .9 


5 or more 


17 .2 


11.1 


0.0 V 


0.0 


0.0 


3.4 


No Response 


10 . 3 


■ 0.0 


0.0 , 


0.0 


1.3 


1.7 


Total 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



ERIC 



Table. 13 

Numbef? of Promotions Within One Institution 





1968 


1969 

^ — Z / J 


1970 


19 71 

^ XT — C It N 


1972 

/ XT or* \ 

(N=75 ) 


Total 
(N.= 234) 


Ppomo't ion 














• One 


Oil 13: 


OK (*l 4 
Z D . U ? 




27,8% 


18 ,7% 


21.4% 


Two 
* 1 


J.O • o 




lb • o 


13 . 0 


5 . 3 


12 . 0 


Three 


6.9 


3.7 


6,1 


3.7 


, 0.0 


3.4 




0 • ^ 


O . / 


U . 0 


0 . 0 


0 . 0 


1.3 


No Response 


48. 3 

1 


48.2 


63.3 


55.6 


76.0 


62.1 


Total 


100.0 


100. 0 


^100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 






Table 


14 ■ 




• 


• 


Approximate Monthly Salary Before Deductions 






1968 
(N=29) 


1969 
(N=27) 


' 1970 
(N=49) 


1971 
(N=54) 


1972 
(N=75) 


Total 

/ XT O O 1 • \ 

CN2 34) 


Monthly Salary 
« 








i 


\ 




$500 or less 


10. 3% 


11.1% 


14.3% 


11.1% 


4.0% 


9 . 8% 


$501-600 


0.0' 


> 3.7 


14.3 


12.9 


/o.7 ' 


9 . 8 


$601-700 


10. 3 


11.1 


20.4 


22 .2 


/ 

41.3 


25.2 


$701-800 


34.5 


48.2 


26.5 


44.4 


30.7 


35 , 5 


$801-900 


17.2 


14.8 


10.2 


• 3.7 


10.7 


10. 3 


$°901 or more 


10. 3 


3.7 


4.1 


0.0 


0,,0 


2.6 


No Response 


17.2 


^.4 ■ 


■ 10.2 


- 5,6 


2.7 


6.8 


Total 


100.0 


lool^o 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



I 

/ 



^ 14 t 

Table 15 



Length of Time Respondent? Unemployp, as R. N.s 





^ (N=16) 


-.1969 1970 1 
(N=T6-r^M=20|| 


\ 19 71 
il (N=16) 


1972 
(N=22)/ 


/' 

^ Total 
^(N=90) 


Length of Time ^ 

j 

Less than 5 months 
f- 


! 
1 

43.7% 




*+o ♦ U ^ 




86.4% 


• 

58.9% 


5 months -1 yeaf* 


25.0 


b U . U . 


'30.0 


SI 0.0 


13.6 


23.2 


1-2 years 


6.2 


18. 8 


20.0 




q.o- 


12.2 


2-3 years 


6>.2 


0.0 


f 

5.0 


5 

0.0 


0.0 


2.2 


3-4- years 


6.2 


0.0 


0.0 


0'. 0 

J- 


0 . 0 


1. 1 


More than 4 years 


6.2 


0.0 


0.0 


: I • 
0.0 


0.0„^ •• 


1. 1 


. Total 


100.0 


100. q 


100.0 


100 ;0,., 


iffo .Jd 


100 . 0 




Table 16 






• 




Types of Positions 


Respondents 


Hope to 


Have-- 10 Years 


Frojn J^ow* 






1968 


1969 


1970 


1971 


' 1972 


Total 


Position 














Staff RN*'^ 


11 


10. 


20 


18 


20 


79 


Adminis t rat ive ^« * 


4 


6 


7 • 


1'7 


15 


49 . 


Instructor 


3 

1 


2 • 


6 


8 


6 


25 


M. D- 's Office 


0 


2 


2 




, 4 


8 


School Nurse 


1 


1 


■• 1 


1 ■■ 


' 4 


8 


Anesthetist 


■ 1 


0 


1 




1 2' 


5 


.Farther Education 


1 


0 


2 




1 


4 


Public Health Nurse 


0 


2 


1 




0 


3 


Industrial Nurse 


' 0 


0 " ' 


0 


0 


1 


• 1 


Non-nursing/Undecided^^^^** 6 


2 


5' 


3 


• 1 


17. 



*•Se^yeral respondents listed two or /lore positions. 
J^^'Inoludes Full or PaT>t-time RNs acva Charge Nurses. 
7«'«lhcludes Supervisor, Researcher > Consultant and Head Nurse 
• '"'•'•'^Includes Housewife J Outside Nursing Field, and None* 
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Table 17 



Organizations Related to Health Field 
to Which Respondents Belong* 





1968 


19B9 


19 70 


1971 


19 72 


1 CCLX 


Organization 














National League 
roj? iNUi'sing 


o 
Z 


U 


1 


1 


3 


7 


American Nurses Assoc 


3 


1 


- 3 


3 


6 


16- 


, RHMC Alunjni Assoc 


11 


10 


-> 

7 


8 


12' 


48 


Assoc of O.R. Nurses 


3 


7 


.2 


2 


3 


17 ' 


Emergency Room 
Nurses Assoc 


1 . 


0 


0 


2 




,7 



Critical Care 



Nurses Assoc 




0 


1 


2 


10 


16 


MO, State Nurses Assoc 






1 


0 




3 


Assoc of OB Nurses 






1 


1 


? 2 


5 


Other 






2 


3 


i 

'0 


13 


Several respc^dents 


beloTi'g to two 


or more 


6rgani2;ations 





Table 18 

Percentage of Respondents Active 
in Student Nurse Council 



1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 Total 

(N = 29) CN = 27) (N = 49). (N = 54) (N=75) (N=234) 



Active 

Yes ^ 44.8% 4 8.2%-. 

No 44.8 51.8 

No Response 10 . 3 0.0 

Total 100. o" 100.0 



38; 8% g.3% 22.7% 

59.2 90.7 74.7 

0.0 0.0. 2.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 



32.9% 
64. 1 
3.0 

100. o' 



Table 19 

Health-Related Volunteer Activities 
Respondents Engaged in Since Graduation* 



1968 
(N=29) 


' 1969. 

(:n=2 7v) 


1970 
(N=49) 


1971 
(N=54) 


1972 
(N=75) 


Total 
(N=234) 


Red Cross, etc. 


• I 










Yes 13.8% ^ 


11.1% 


12.2% 


9.3% 


6.7% 


9.8% 


No 72.4 


99.9 


87. 8 


90. 7 


89. 3 


87.5 


No Response 13 . 8 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


4.0 


2.5 


Total 100*0 


100 . 0 


100 . 0 


100.0 


iU'U . U 


inn n 
lU u ♦ u 


Number of hours 
contributed 56 


188 


' 36 


91 - 


• 129 


500 


Conununity Activities 












One 2j}.7% 


11.1% 


4.1% 


5.6% 


1.3% 


6.4% 


Two 6.9 


3.7 


4.1 


0.0 


0.0 


2.1 


Three 0 . 0 


3.7 


0.0 


0.0 


*0.0 


. 4 


No Response 72-4 


81.5 


91.8 


94.4 


98.7 


85.9 


Total 100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


Talks or Panels 


1 










One 17.2% 


7.4% 


10.2% 


9.3% 


4.0% 


8.1% 


Two 6 . 9 


0.0 


4.1 


5.6 


10.7 


6.4 


Three 6 . 9 


■7.4' 


2.0 


o.d 


0.0 


2.1 


Four or more 0 . 0 


14.6 • 


2 . 0 


'/ 


1.3 




n»^J4one/i^Io 

I^esponse 69.0 


33-. 3 


81.6 


81.5 


85.3 


79.5 


Total 100.0 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


^•Two respondents have 


written 


articles 


for publication 




✓ 










( 
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iTable 20 . . " 

Respondents Investigating, Applying For, and Accepted To 
Institutions for Continuing Higher Education 



, 1968 


1969 


1970 


. 19 71 


1972 


■ Total 


(N=29) 


CN=27) 


CN=49) 


CN=54) 


CN=75) 


(N*-2 34) 



Investigated 












\ 














Yes.- 


62. 


7% 


63 


.0% 


55 


.1% 


53. 


7% 


64. 


0% 


59 


.4% 




31. 


3 


37 


.0 


^^2 


.9 


44. 


4 


34. 


7 


38. 


.5 


No- Response 


6. 


9 


0. 


0 


\ 2 


.0 


1. 


8 


1. 


3 


2. 


1 


Total 


100. 


0 


100. 


0 


100 


.0 


100. 


0 


100. 


0 


" 100, 


0 



Applied 
Yes 
No 

h|o Response 
Total 



2 7.6%» 


3.7% .^ 


22.4% 


iLL.1% 


12 .9% 


15.0% 


37.9 


59.3 

f 


1 32. ,6 




48.0 


44.4 


34.4 


3,7.0 


44. § 


42.6 


- 40.0 


40.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0^ 


100.0 


100.0 



Accepted 




= 8) 


(N 


= 1) 


CN^ 


11) 


CN= 


6) 


CN 


=9) 


CN = 


35) 


Yes 


100. 


0% 


100 


.0% 


81. 


8' 


100 . 


0% 


88 


.5%. 


94. 


3% 


No 


0. 


0 


0 


.0 


18. 


2 


. 0. 


0 " • 


0 


.0 


5,. 


7 


No Response 


0. 


0 


0 


.0 


0. 


0 , 


0. 


• 

0 


11 


.1 


2. 


8 


Total 


100. 


0 


100 


.0 


lOO. 


0 


1(^(/'. 


0 


100 


.0 * 


100. 


0 


' ( 



ERIC 
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Table 21 

How Credit for ^iploina Program Given tb Accepted Respondents 





1968 


1969 


1970 


197'1 


1972 


-Total 




• CN 


= 8) , 


(N 


= 1) 


(N= 


9) 


.(N 


= 6) 


(N 


= 8) 


(N = 


32) 


Credit Applied 










1 










■ 






Blanket crSdit 


50 


.0% 


'0 


.0% 


^ 44. 


4% 


0 


.0-% 


37 


.5%' 


34. 


4% 


Testing out 


37 


.5 


0 


.0 


44. 


4 • 


16 


.7' 


'12 


.5 


28. 


1 


Both of Above 


0 


.0 


100 


.0 ■ 


. 11. 


1^ 


33 


•y 


'1'2 


.5 


28. 


1 


Other ^ 


0 


. 0 


' vO 


.0 


' 0 . 


0 


16 


.7 


' 0 


.0 ^ 


. 3-. 


1 


None given 


0 


.0 


0 


.0 


0. 


0 


16 


. 7 


12 


.5 


12*. 


5 


No Res|)onse 
* 


12 


.5 


' 0 


.0 


0. 


0 




.7 


• 2 5 


.0 


12-: 


5 


Total 


100 


.0 


100 


..o'" ■ 


100. 


0 • 




.0 


100 


.0 


100. 


0 








Table 22 


















Respondents Who Have VVttended Baccalaureate Programs 


, A 






1968 


1969 


1970 


. ' 1971 




19 72- 


Total 




(N= 


29) 


(N = 


27) 


(N=49) 




5-4) 


(N = 


75) 


(N234) 


Attended 


























Yes 


37 


.9% 


11 


.1% 


24. 


5% 


11 


.1% 


16 


.0% 


■ 18. 


8% 


- No 


51 


. 7 


81 


.5 


73. 


5' 


87 


.0 ■ 


73 


. 3 


74. 


8 


No Response 


10 


. 3 


7 


.4 


2. 


0 


" 1 


.8- 


10 


.l' 


6. 


4 


Total 


100 


.0 


100 


.0 . 


100. 


0 • 


100 


.0 


100 


.0 


100. 


0 


Re ceiveof^Degree 


(N 


= 11) 


(N 


= 3) 


(N= 


12) 


" C-N 


= 7) 


(N 


= 16) 


(N = 


49) 


' Yes " 


45 


.4%- 


0 


.0% 


16. 


7% 


14 


. 3% 


12 


.5% 


,20. 


4 


No 


27 


. 3 


66 


.7 


33. 


3 


14 


".3 


. 43 


.7 


34. 


7 


Now At'ten'ding 


18 


.2 


. 33 


. 3 


33. 


3 


—57 


.1 


31 


.2 


32'. 


6 ' 


No Response 


9 


.1 


0 


.0 


16. 


7 


• .w 


,3 


12 


.*5 


12. 


2 


Total 


100 


.0 


100 


.0 


IjQO. 


0 


1"00 


.0 


100 


.0 


100. 


0 



25 
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Table 2 3 

Difficulty in Obtaining a Position 
Due to Lack. of Baccalaureate Degree 



1968 1969 1970* 1971 1972 Total 

(N=29) (N=27) (N=U9) CN=54) ' (N=75) (N=234) 



Experienced 
difficulty. 

Yes 

• _ No : ' 

No Response 
Total 



• * 

100,0 - 



7.:4% 

88..9 
3.7 
100.0 



iO.2% 
83.7 
6.1 
100.0 



11. 1% 
I 

81.5 
7.4 
100.0 



0.0%. ^ 
"90.7 ' 

9.3 
100.0 



84 V 2 " 
9.4 
100 . 0 



Ta&ie 24 , ^ 

Worlcshopg, Institutes>^and Npn-Credit 
Courses Attended by Respondent^ 



1968 



1969 



1970 



1971 



1972 



Number, attended 



Total 



(N = 29) ■'CN=27) (N = 49), (N=g4) , '(N=75) ,(N = 234) 



Ori^e^ 


13. 


8% ■ 


14.. 




32 


6% 


22 


.2% 


22. 


.7% 


22. 


6% 


Two 


10. 


3 


' 11. 


'1 


12 


.2 


16 


7 


5" 


. 3 . 


10. 


i ' 


Three or more 


6 . 


9 


7. 


4 


' 2 


0 


5 


6 


0 


0 


4. 


7 


No Response 


6 8.' 


8 


66. 


I. 


53 


1 ■ 


55. 


.5 


72 


0 > 


62. 


0- . 


• .;• -Total • 


100. 


0 


100. 


0 


100 


0 


100 


.0 


- 100 


•0-/ 


IGO'.- 


D ' . 








A> 





















4- 



2C 
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Table 2 5 

Positions' Respondents Felt Qualified 
to Take After Graduation* 





196 8 


1969 




1970 


1971 


1972 


Total 


Positions 
















Staff Nurse 


25 






47 


54 


72 


224 


Head Nurse 


1 






2 


1 


2 


7 


Team Leader 


23 


■ 25 




40 


46 


66 


200 


Public Health 


3 


4 


• 


. . 3 


8 


is 


33 


vinstyiictor 


8 


2 




2 


1 


3 


9 


Supervisor 


0 


0 




0 


1 


1 


: 2 


M. D.s office 


23 


- 21 




42 


42 


61 


189 ■ 


Other 


3 


3 




6 


2 


4 


18 


- — 5S:Re&p0j^ent-& indicated 
i 


two 


or 


more positions. 










Table 26 








• 

Pos itions Respondents 
but Without 


1 

Felt Qualified to 
Further Educational 


Take After Graduation 
Preparation* v 




1968 


1969 




1970 


1971 


1972 • 


Total 


Positions - 
















Staff Nurse 


11 


5 




1 


31 


1 


51 


Head Nurse 


20 


22 




32 • 


■ 40 




15 8 


Team Leader 


3 


2 




8 


5 


* 

7 


25 


Public Health 


3 • 


9 




20 


15 


1.8' 


65 


Instructor 


8 


11 




10 ' 


12 


17 


58 


Supervisor 


14 


15 




20 


15 


26 


90 


M. D.s office 


4 


3 




5 


6 


5 


23 


Other 


5 


5 




0 


2 


1 


13 


* Respondents 


indicated 


two 


or 


more positions. 
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Table 27 

Rating of General Preparation Compared 





to Graduates 


of Other 


Programs 








1968 
(N=29) 


1969 
(N=27) 


19^0 
(N=49) 


1971 
(N=54) 


1972 
(N=75) . 


Total 
(N=234) 


Other Diploma Programs 


- 










Somewhat"^ above 


58.6% 


*55.6% 


59.2% 


55.6* 


58.7% 


57 . 7% 


About the same 


31.0 


un 7 • 


40 . 8 


42.6 


37. 3 


38.9 


Somewhat below 


3.4 




0.0 


1.8 


2 . 7 


1.7 


No Response 


%.9 


3 7 


0.0 


0.0 


1.3 


1.7 


Total 


100.0 


100 0 


iOO.O 


100.0 


100.0 


100. o' 


Associate Degree 


Programs 






\ 






Somewhat above 


" 93.1% 


92.6% 


87 . 8% 


8 8/9;% 


84.0% 


88.0% 


About the same 


0.0' 


0 . 0 


' 8.2 


7.4 


9.3 


6 . 4 


Somewhat below 


0,0 




2.0 


0.0 


0.0 


.•4 


No Response 


6.9 


■ 7 U 


2.0' 


3.7 


6 . 7 


3.8 


,T9tal 


100.0 . 


1 fin n 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100. q 


Baccalaureate Programs 


• 










Somewhat above 


48. 3% 


51.8% 


40 . 8% 


38.9% 


44.0% 


43.6% 


About the same 


41.4 


40. 7 


= - 48.9 


48.2 


41. 3 


44.4 


Somewhat below 


3. A 


0.0 


8.2 


llt.l 


10. 7 


8.1" 


No Response 


6.9^' 


7.4 


2.0 


^ 1.8 


4.0 _ 


3.8 


Total 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100 . 0 


100.0 


' 100.0 


100.0 
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Table 28 

Average , Ratings of Adequacy of 
Preparation for Nursing Functions 



Excel. Good Fair Poor No Resp, 



Function 

^Determining nursing needs 
at various points on the 
health-illness continuum ^ 

Determining nursing needs 
of various ages 

Planning nursing care 

Implementing nursing 
care plan 

Evaluating nursing care 
given self or others 

Utilizing technical skills 
in nursing procedures 

Recognising and, meeting" 
psychological needs 

Patient and family 
teaching 

Observe , - record, report 
important signs and 
symptoms 

Decisions regarding nursing 
car^e based on scientific 
principles 



unicating effectively; 
with patients and families 

with Health Team members 

' with Supervisor 

with Doctors 

Participating in analysis, 
meeting of total health 
needs* of patients 
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38.0% 


56.8% 


3 4% 




1 J ^^^i 


36.0 


53.4 


8,1 


L 4 

r 


7 1 


45.3 • 


47.9 


5.6 


.4 


1.7 


43.6 


43.6 


11.5 


0.0 • 


1.3 


29.5 


56.8 


9.4' 


1.3 


3.0 


44.9 


47 . 9 


5 . 6 


« 


1 . 3 


28.2 


47.9 


20.9 


1.7 


1.3 


32.1 


46.2 


26.9 


1.7 


2.1 


48.3 


46.6 


3.8 


0.0 


1.3 


23.5 


54 . 1 


10 . 3 


0.0 


2.1 


33.3 


50.4 


14.5 


.4 


.1:3 


39 . 9 


0 ^ • Q 


in 7 


1 7 


0 1 


23.1 


44.0 


25.6 


4.7 


2.6 


19.2 


48.3 


26 .9 


3.0 


.2.6 


17.9 


59. 8 


19.2 ' 


1.7 


1.3 




2% 






* 








*> * 





Table 2 8 
(continued) 

Excel. Good Fair Poor No Rpsp^' 



Function 



Assisting patient with , . . ' ' - . 

regimen for treatment 24-4% 61,1% 12.8% 0-0% 1,7%, 

* Coordinating work and 
guiding team members 22-6 54.7 20,1 ,a 1.7 

Working effectively 

with others 38,0 52-6 6,0 ' 1.3 2-1 

Using educa"ti6nal op- 
portunities for profes- 
sional, personal growth 10,7 50,4 32,0 5,1 1,7 

' Responsibility for de- 
cisions .and actions as . ( 
professionals 34. 2 50 ,4 /i2.0 1,7 1.7 

Using community resources 
"^o^icrowdlnart'e^ " '"'^ ' ^" " 

patient care ' 6 , 8 30 , 3 ' 49,2 '12.0 1,7 

Developing individual 

philosophy of , nursing " 26 , 1 56 ,4 14,1 ' i,7 1'. 7 

Average rating ' 29.5 '51.0 15.8 1.8 1.8 
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PerCen^ag^ of , Respondents Whose Work in 
Nursing )ias Met Their Expectations 



■ .1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 Total' 
im29> (N=27) (N=49) (N=54) (N=75) (N=234) 



Pei-sonal Satisfaction 
Xes 
No 

$lo Response 
Salary 

Yes - ' 
No 

No; Response 
Working Conditions 
Yes 



. -89.7%. -^LSI. 91.8% 96.3% 86.7% 



0.0,^ 14.8 



8.2 



'10, .3 \, -3.7"' 0.€ 



3.7 13.3 
0.0 0.0 



58.6% ■59.>3% • 73.5% 74.1% 76.0%' 



34.5 37.0 
6.9 . 3.7 



24.5 24.1 24.0, 
2,0 1.8 0.0 



No 

No Response 



'6 2.1% -"6 6. 7% ' ^ "9-.U% ' fi^'.p'^ £8^4- 

27.6 29.6 ■ 24.'l'-' i35'.2 3?.*0 
10.3 3.7 6.1.1.8 VO'O 



89.3%- 
9.0 
1.7 

70.9% 
26.9 
2^1 

-6- 8.2 % 



31.2 
2.7 
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Respondents' Opinions Regarding 
Continuation' of Diploma Program 








1968 
(N=29) 


1969 
('N=2 7) 


1970 
(N=49) 


1971 
(N=54) 


1972' 
(N=75) 
— * 


Total 
(N=234> 


)pinion 












—J 


Strongly Agree 


58.6% 


92.6% 


69.4% 


54.8% 


72.0%' 


' 70.9% 


Agree 


27.6 


7.4 


22.4 


20.4 


24.0* 


' • 20.9 


Disagree 


6.9 


0.0 


4.1 


7.4 


2.7 


■ 4.3 


^trQngly Disagree 


O.-O 


0.0 


2.0 


1.8 


0.0 


.8 , 


No" Opinion 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 ' 


1.8 


o.d 


.4 / " 


No Response 


6.9 


0.0 


2.0 


3.7 


' 1. 3 


2.6 


Total . 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0- 


100.0 
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Table 31 X 



Reasons Giyen by Respondents for Continuing 
or Discontinuing Diploma Programs* 



1968 



1969 1970 L971 1972 \To|tal 
f ' 1 



Reason* 

, Adequate /Better ^ ' > ' * • ' . 

Preparation . ' * 20 21" 21 22 22 p6 

More Clinical 

Experience 0 ,0 '12° 151^^ , 37 6*4 

Better Patient Care 2 2 5 11 12 ' 39 
> 

Shorter Time Period 2 0 7 2 8 19 

• Demand fop RNs ,3 -3 3 0 1 '10 

Need for ESN Degree 2 1 7 3 5 18 



-B SN no -t f o r e v er yoTie 0 ^ 2 5" 0 ~ — T 

Need for Broader / 

Field' of Study 1" ' 0 1' 5- 2 9 

Discrimination 

against RNs -10 13 2 7 

Classes too large 0 0 1,0 0 1 

No Response 3 ^' 1 2 ^2 ' 2 ^ 10 



Several respondents listed two or more reasons 



\ A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF THE 
CLASSES OF 1968-1972 : PART 1 1 
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The aim of the School of Nursing, as stated in its catalog, 
is to: " — graduate competent and qualified nurse practitioners 
capable of meeting the nursing needs in the" community . " To this 
end, the Sqhool undertook a project: "Training for New Roles, 
. Types, or Levels of Nursing Personnel" as part of a Nurse Train- 
ing Act Grant (#1E OOU NU007lU-pl). t 

This project formed the basis for a two-part fctLlow-up study 
of the graduates of the School of Nursing for the years 1968 - 
through 1972 . Th^purpose of Part I of the follow-up study was to 
gatlreir~aa7ra~reiativ^ to the post-graduation vocational and educa- 
tional activities and future plans of the graduates. The purpose 
of Part II of- the study was to review the responses obtained in 
Part I 'to determine potential - implications for the curriculum 

and to formulate recommendations based upon comments made by the 
graduates. 

Responses were obtained from 82% of the graduates that made 
up th^ Classes of 1968 through 1972. The questionnaire, described 
in the report on Part I, contained a list of 22 nursing functions 
and two open-ended questions. The ratings of the nursing functions 
and responses to the open-ended questions provided the informatipn 
for this report - Part II of the follow-up study. 

' NURSING FUNCTIONS. The graduates were asked io rate the ' 
' adequacy of their preparation for 22 nursing functions as *Excel- 

lent*,' 'Good*, 'Fair*, or 'Poor'. As rep'orted in Part I of the 

follow-up study, 80%' of the respondents rated the adequacy of their 
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preparation for these functions as 'Good' or 'Excellent'. For' 


17 of the 22 functions, the' percentage of 'Excellent' 


ratings was ^ - 


greater than the percentage of 'Fair' ratings (see Table 28, page \, 


22). There were however, five functions for which the percentage ' \ 


of /Fair' ratings was greater than the percentage of 


' Excellent^* \ 


ratings": These five functions and their ratings are 


shown in 


Table 32. Since the school continously strives to provide out- 


standing nursing education, it was decided to re-examine ,the 


'Fair' ratings by class. Such a re-examination migh-f 


indicate 


areas which are currently adequate, but which could become excell- 


ent. A Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance indicated 


that there was no statistically significant difference in the 


'Fair' ratings of these five functi6ns from class to 


class . 


Table 3 2 





Rating of Preparation for 
Five Nursing Functions 


! 


Rating 

Function • Excel Good Fair 


Poor , 


Using community resources 
^ to coordinate long-term 

^ patient care 6.8% 30.3% 49.2% 


12. 0% 


Using educational oppor- 
tunities for profes- 
[ sional, personal growth' 10.7 i 50.4 32.0 


5.1 


Communicating effectively 
with Doctors 19.2 48.3 26.9 


.3.0 


Communicating effectively 
with Supervisors , 23.1 44.0' 25.6 


,4.7 . 


Participating in analysis', 
meeting of total health < 

needs of patients 17.9 59.8 19.2 

1 , • • : ■, •• 


1.7 

4 
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'As may be seen in Table 32, the function: "Utilization of com- 
munity resources for coordination for longi^term patient care" 
had the highest percentage of 'Fair' ratings* 

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS • The graduates were asked to respor^ , 



to the question: 



"What additional kinds of le aiming experiences 



could the School h^ave provided for you?" As 'might be expected a 



Table 3 3 

Additional Learning Experiences Respondents Desired 



Learning 
Desired 



Number of 
Respondents 
(N=189) . 



HO 

18 

17 



Curriculum 

Inorease clinickl experience/hours 

Increase contact with area hospitals 

' and community health agencies 

More practical knowledge 
~~More "coordination be twe.©^ theory 
and clinical practice 

More team leadership 

More involvement with patients and families 
Increase number of seminars and 
in service programs 
. More specialization in f ield ( senior year) 
Increase collie courses /hours 
More experience in* laboratory 

Specific Courses 

Add a Public/Community Health course 
Improve the Emergency Room/Outpatient course 
Improve the Intensive Care/Cardiac Care course 
Improve the Pharmacology course 
Improve the Operating Room course » 
Improve the Psychiatric Nursing course 
Increase experience in Dialysis 



13 

12 
9 



7 
-6 
5 



83 
49 
19 
13 
10 
6 
4 



variety of responses were elicited the majority of which tended 
to center On the curriculum. The most frequently cited additional 
experiences were Public/Community Health (83); Emergency Room/ 
Outpa-tient Department (49); an'd Increas'e in, Clinical Experience 



er|c 



3S 



\. ■ .-. 

Hours (40): The^ responses were classified under the headings of 

1) Curriculum, 2) Specific Courses, and 30. Satisfaction with 
Education* The kinds of additional learning desired are listed 
,in Table 33 'with the number of respondents. 

Following are some specific replies included under each 
■category listed in Table 33. .o * * 

CURRICULUM 

Increase clinical experience /hours , 

"Offer more experience' in clinical area." 

^ "More clinical experiences--especially ICU, CCU,' 
Code Blues, IVs." 

"Experience in working night shift as a student, so 
one would be aware of how a patient reacts during 
the night hours, thus being able to cope with it 
better as a graduate nurse." 

Increase contact with community health agen'cie's 

"Utilization of community resources." 

"Could have learned more about community resources 
and ^ome> public health." ' , - ' 



Practical knowledge 

f 

"More practical knowledge--like how to pass medications 
on twenty patients insi^ead of only two; how to m'ake 
stubborn IVs run better; how to posey a patient. *J 

More coordination between theory* and clinical practice 

"More thBory in .medical surgical nursing and* application * 
of this pn the^ floor." 

"More discussion and evaluation sessions conderning 
'actual clinical exp,eriences and problems." 

More involvement with patients and families 
■ — ' 1 — * 

, "Dealing with families — facing death with families." 

"I think it would have been more useful to have worked ' 
more with families of patients. .The case study we 



did in OB did this, but this is quite different 
than a pat*ient has lost a leg^or is dying." * 

Increase number of seminars and inservice programs 

"Participation in some of the hospital inservice 
programs which. included the ^employed* staff." 

"More seminars on specialized subjects--disease 
procedures , cardiac care , Code Blue situatio^ns . " 

More specialization in field (senior year) 

"I would have liked more OR/ER experience. I /eel 
that during senior experience, a 4 to 6 week Wriod 
of experience in the ai^ea of our choice would have 
been helpful." 

"I feel that a specialty course should be provided-- 
f or example , a^-low the student a choice of cardiac 
nursing for a couple of months." 

Increase college courses /hours 

"A program associated with a college or university 
for a diploma RN to pick up needed credits for a 
degree without repeating courses; where she could 

/2V-g^ ahea^-^-n,d--G<^4:j.-^ue— ior a year and have^he^^ 

degree before she stanHis wc^king. " 

"More college and longer rotations." 

More laboratory ^perience 

"I was not adequately prepared for working closely 
with the laboratory — collection of specific speci- 
mens , evaluation of lab tests , and procedures in- 
volved in running those tests." 

"I also have foOnd that' a more complete knowledge of 
lab results--as the meaning of various levels of 
blood ga-ses and their possible effects would have 
been of great use." 

SPECIFIC COURSES 

Public/Community Health 

"I have become interested in the public health field 
and wish that there had been more experience in this 
area. K.C. had public health clinics. Visit ing ^Nurses 
Association", and other agencies who do have students 
at times. This is another area of nursing." 

"Maybe a few weeks in public health nursing, or" nursing 
in the community. Some nurses might feel very attrac- 
ted to this field of nursing." 
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"More exposure to health car^e outside of the hospital 
setting.- Many patients never see the hospital, and 
even after major care has been rendered in tkjj^hpspi- 
tal, the care doesn't stop with hpspital car^«r (Ex- 
ample:** home health nursing clinic, extended cai^ fa- 
cility, and how and why a certain level of care^is 
provided. ) " " . 

"More contact with Kansas City's various health commun- 
ity agencies. Although at the time of my nursing edu- 
cation I did encounter various communities which helped 
to give me some outlook on what was going on in nursing, 
I think more nursing glared, to health problems and sit- 
uations outside the hospital should be stressed." 

Emergency /Outpatient 

"I would have liked to have more outpatient, emergency 
and disaster experienced' 

"Night work in the E.R.; several days in the O.P.D." 

ICU/CCU 



4 



"M ore le arning experience in ICU or caring for an acu te- 
^~"Ty ill patient.'* " ~ 

"More extensive coronary care and ICU training." 

Pharmacology 

"Improved -pharmacology with more emphasis c|n calculated 
dosages and individualized help in this area." 

"The method of teaching pharmacology could be improved. 
A course solely concerned with pharmacology would be 
helpful." 
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SATISFACTION WITH EDUCATION 



"I sincerely feel that my training at RHMC was excep- 
tionally well-rounded and supervised^ I Received 
learning experiences both within the hospital and 
outside (i.e. field trips.) I cannot really think 
of additional learning experiences that could have 
benefited me any more than those I received during 
my training. I'm very proud of the pin tha-^ I wear 
on my uniform." 

"I thought my training was very adequate. I'm just 
sorry now that I didn't concentrate even harder than 
I did. Most aspects were covered and I have come to 
appreciate all the clinical hours I had." 

"RHMC is well-rounded and am very proud of being a 
graduate from such a fine hospital and school of 
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•'nursing.* Thank.wyou ."^ 
"'The graduates were also asked to respond to the following 
question: "W-hat recommendations . do you have f or \he School of 
Nursing for the future?^'^ As with the preceding question, the 
responses elicited varied considerably. There were, howeve^. 



Table 34 



More coordination between' theory and 
-x:J.dn-i-Ga l pp ac-^ic^ — - 



More involvement with patients and famili 
More specialization in field (senior year 



^ Decrease paperwork 

More emphasis on clinical grade 
More team leadership ^ ' 

^^""^ ^S^ecif ic Courses 

d Public/Community Health course 
Imp^^^e Pharmacology course 
Improv>a Intensive/Cardiac Care ^course 
Improve Emergency Room/Outpatient course 
Improv^ Operating Room course . 
Improye Nutrition/Chemistry course 
Impr?Dve Psychiatric Nursing course 



Fa cyity 

fncrease teaching effectiveness and 
increase emphasis in teaching 
Improve student-faculty relationships 

General Policies for the Future 
Become a baccalaureate program 
Keep diploma program 
, Maintain high standards 
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Respondents ' 


Recommendations for the 


Future 


Recommendation . 




Number of / 




Respondents | 






CN=169*). 


Curriculum 






Smaller classes 




25 


Increase clinical 


expierience/hours 




Increase college 


courses/hours 




Increase contact 


with area hospitals 





23 
11 



11 
5 
5 



erJc 



3» 



som^ recommendations that occurred with more frequency than 
others,* The most frequent recommendations made by the respond- 
ents included: Smaller classes (25), Increase teaching effective- 
ness (23), Increase clinigal experience/hours (19), Public/ 
Community Health course (17)* and Improve Pharmacology course 
(17). 

(ft 

The responses were classified un^r the headings of: 1) 

Faculty, 2) Curriculum, 3} Specific courses, 4) General Policies 

? ' , ^ 

for the Future, and 5) Satisfaction with Education. The recom- 

*' ^ • 

mendations are listed in Table 3U with the number of respondents. 

Following are some specific replies included under each 
qategory listed in Table 34. ' 

F/veybTY ■ — ^ — 



Increase teaching effectiveness 

"Frequently evaluate ^he teaching staff and Students 
to insure: 1) a high quality of instruction; 2) proper 
credit for advancement.'^ 

"To have instructors who are tough, but understanding." 

' ^ Improve student-f acuity-administration relationships 

"Follow up on complaints voiced." 

"Show interest in students; better and more counseling." 

"Take, more interest in the student as an individual' 
* an^ any problems she may have, i.^. better^ student— 
.faculty communications." 

CURRICULUM ' . \ 

Smaller classes , \ 



"From staying at Research and working with the students 
1 feel that there* are too many students on the units." 

"Smaller clirfic^ tilass^s^r jnore instructors so that 
mor6 individual ized jgatient care can be given with 
adequate stpervisionr^ ^ 
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"Don''t keep increasing the size of your classes — 

the smaller the groups working on the units, the more 
I learned . " 

Increase cli-nical experienceyhours . . 

"I •feel more evenings and night experiences are 
needed. The routines -'and actual patient care needs* 
are different." * ' ^ . 

<> 

"Keep the students in the elinical areas as much as 
possible. Give them as many experiences there as 
possible. Teach them- to handle a substantial patient 
load." ' * ' 

"More-^4:TTOr experience is also needed>«j^' few hours 
longer per week would be beneficial*' Working a 
3-11 shift with more patient respon^sibility would 
help students further learning to organize their 
time . " * , 

Coordination between theory and clinical practice 

"More application of knowledge clinically." 

. (JMore theory and application . " 



More involvement with patients and families . 
t 

"Perhaps the school could provide an area of teaching 

and prevention where the patient can be followed in 
' the hospital and home with a follow-up for prevention 
ratheP' than symptomatic care. This^coufd involve the 
student vith a family-centered group rather than an 
v^isolated patient." 

believe that seeing more of a total picture of tKe 
patient ^is necessary." ' 

Specialization in senior year 

"They need more specialties as seniors, i.e. cardiolo- 
,gy, public health,,, and leadership." 

"If feasible — institute a program of;elective Exper- 
iences in ^different nursing* areas to allow students 
to pursue aspects of nursing they are particularly 
interested in." • . - 

Decrease paper work ' ^ 

"To^ give less busy work than we had,' and only useful, 
learning homework." - ' * ' 

"Care 'plans are helpful, but were over-emphasized. 
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Other devices to help a nurse to think for herself 
should be used." 

"More emphasis on clinical experienc^e and less on un- 
• necessary paperwork." ^ 

More emphasis on clinical grade 

"I. think there ^should be more care in grading on 
clinical and theory grading. I found , of ten that a 
person making A's in theory was given a compar,a,ble 
grade in clinical when performance was not necessar- 
ily comparable." 

"It might help to have a checklist of treatments and 
procedures to be accomplished before graduation as 
when I graduated there .were several things I had 
never done that f^ere expected of me to do." ' 

A 

Team Leading 

"I think that students should have some experience 
» either team leading or working evenings; also maybe 
nights . " , 

"Increase team leading experience and theory; lower 
ratio of students to instructors." 

SPECIFIC COURSES , 

Public/Community Nursing 

"Shorten med-surg training to fit in public health 
experience . " 

"More contact with community resources* * 

Pharmacology 

"Develop a more intensive pharmacology course." 

"The main areas that I felt could have been improved 
• wfSfte team leading and pharmacology.. I^feel very ■ 
iaadeguate in the. area of pharmacology, which may 
be my' own fault, but I do think this area could hav 
been presented in a more effective manner." 

ICU/CCU ' ' ; *^ ' . 

>" Increase in clinical time spe^pt in rSU and CCU." 

"I'd like to see that the rotation through ICU and 
evening rotation was continued. I really enj-oyed 
working in both those areas." 
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Emergency Room/Outpatient 

"A rotation for the students through the ER, (especial- 
, . ly evenings, 3-ll\ for 4-6 weeks.)" 

"More emphasis oTToutpatient care and problems consid- 
ering prp- and post-hospitalizat ion . " 

Operating Room ' , ' 

."To have an adequate rotation through the OR — nurses 
need to understand what happens- to a patient while 
in surgery in or-der to coordinate care and the under- 
standing of why a patient hurts." 

I* 

"More experience in OR and technical procedures." 

Nutrition and Chemistry / 

, "The courses ^in chemistry and nutrition could be much^ 

improved. " ^ 

"Possibly a different kind 6f chemistry course would 

be of more use, one that would count as college credit 
' and be transferable . " 

Psychiatric Nursing 

"More rounded psych than that we received." 

"Experience with alcoholic drug abuse patients during 
our psychiatric training." 

GENERAL ^POLICIES FOR THE FUTURE 

Increase college courses /hours 

"I think some sort of program to help graduates get 
their degrees and encourage them to go on would insure 
a continuing program at RHMC . " 

"Have the students take more college credits at UMKC 
so that when they do return to obtain their degrees, 
it won^t be quitfe as difficult.*" 

Become a baccalaureate program 

"I woul,d recommend that the school become a baccalaur- 
eate program." 

"Be realistic aboyt B.S. versus diploma graduates. The. 
nursing associationr; arv going to demand degrees in a 
few short years and wher^erwill we be? I don't feel 
J need a degree, but i^it's necessary for a job..." 
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Increase cooperation/contact wijrh area hospitals/agencies 

"More contact with cbrnmu^^^ty resources . " 

"More affiliations with other hospitals during the lat- 
ter part of tTie junior y^ar, if possible. Mpre con- 
tact with community agencies." 

Keep diploma program 

' "I hope Research will keep in there plugging to keep 
the diploma programs' alive • I am very *proud to be a 
, graduate. I have found that my education usually 
• surpasses any baccalaureate, associate degree and 
most other diploma programs as well." 

"Please stay open as a .^three-^year program. r I really 
believe that nurses need this .experience in the hos- . 
pital to be knowledgeable and skillful," 

Maintain high standards • 

"Don't let up on your standards. When I was -in school 
I thought the studying and instruction were merciless, 
but it's nothing to the strains of running a unit 
t and dealing j^/ith doctors down to the ^ides . If yc5u 
know your nursing, it makes t'he job a lot easier," 

"Keep your standards high." • 

SATlSFAnrON WITH EDUCATION 

"I had a very good training after seeing some of the 
other schools. I feel secure both in theory and 
clinical experience . " ' ^ 

"I don't know of any nur&es that feel their school 
prepared them for nursing as well as I feel RHMC 
did me." . . 

DI-SCUSS'ION I There seemed to be li;ttl^ direct relationship 
between the five Nursing function^ whose / Excellent ' ratings Were' 
lower than were the 'Fair' ratings and .the responses to the two 
open-endedf. questions . The Exception appeared to be the fuactioh: 
, ^ "Utilization of, community resburpes fol? coordination of' long-term 
patient care," which will jDe' discussed latere 

' The *Fair' rating given the ^Nursing Function: "Utilizing 
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educational opportunitie-s for continued personal and profession- 
al growth," appeared to be contradicted by the 59%^ of the ^^espond;- 
ents who indicated they had investigated the 'possibility of 
obtaining a baccalaureate degree an'd the- 3'8% who indicated th?y 
had attended one or more workshops , ^ institutes or non-credit cours 
es since graduation. There is no obvious conclusion to be drawn 
from what appeared to be contradictory responses. Perhaps the/ 
respondents were , suggesting that more information be made aVail^ 
able to students about the educational opportunities that exist. 

The respondents apparently felt a heed for improved commun- 
ication skills as indicated by the 'Fair* ratings they assigned 
the two nursing functions that related to communicating with 
doctors and supervisors (Se^ Table 32). The need for improved 
communication skills cannot be gainsaid, nor is it unique to this 
group of professionals." There was no obvious explanation for 
these ratings. To perceive- an explanation for the 'FSerfr* ratings 
is to understand that the reasons for them are as varied as the > 
re^o'tidents* experiences with doctors, supervisors and others. 
The modified Junior Year curriculum, implemented during the 
1974-1975 'school y^ar, includes ad(Jitional time for the develop- 
ment of coipiunication skills. While the focus^of this, time is the 
patient-nurse- relaltionship, it is assumed that the skills taught 
may be generalized to other relationships or situations. 

SoQie respondents, indicated that they felt the School could' 
have provided some additional learning experiences aSout the use 

4 i 

of laboratory results and their 'relationship to patient care. ' 
These comments may provide a partial explanation for. .the *Tair* , 
rating given the nursing function: "Palrticipating in the analysis 



and meeting of total needs of patients." The tenor of the comments^ 
about laboratory experience tended to suggest a slight concern 
with respect to ".♦♦the analysis .. /of (patient's) needs.*. ." It 
^sTiould be noted that the 'Fair' rating for this function exceeded 
the ^I^xcellent' rating - by -jr^ss than two percent. 

The three areas most frequently cited by the responderits in 

0 

which additional learning experiences could have been provided 
were: Public/Community Health, Emergency Room/Outpatient, and 
Increased clinical experience/hours', ^e responses regarding 
additional learning in P,ublic/ Community Health, may, or may not, 
reflect a desire for a course in Public Health per se , but may 

be a x?ef lection of the 'Fair' fating given the nursing function :> 

if 

I'Utilizat ion of community resources for coordination of long-term 
patient care." ▼ 

The Public/Community Health area was the only frea which the 
respondents recommended 4s an addition tp the present curriculum. 
All other' recommendations 'related to courses/experiences thj^ are 
part of the curriculum. It should also be noted that the Jurrior 
Year curriculum has been modified to include experiences with ger- 
^iatric facilities, physicians' offices and pther community agencies 
such as the Rehabilitation Center. These latter experiences were 
implemented during the 1973-1974 and 197^-1975 school years. 

The relatjyely high number of requests for additional leaf^nmg^ 
i^ Emergency^ Roon\/Outpat lent and Infeasive Care appeared to be 
disproportic5nate to the frequency of requests for other kinds of 
specific courses'. It was decided to review the frequency of 
reque.sts^ for these experiences by- year of -graduation to determine 
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* * 

if there was an increase, or decrease, from year to year. The 
review indicated that the majority of requests were made primarily 
by members of the Classes of 1968 through 1971 (57 of 68). There 
was a sharp decrease in the number of respondents requesting addi- 
tional learning in ER/OPD and ICU from the Class of 1971 <23) 
to the Class of 1972 (11). This decl?ease may be partially explained 
by the addition of the Specialized Care rotation to the SeniW 
Year Curriculum during the- 1971-1972 school year. 

About one-half of the requests for an increase in clinical 
experience/hours came from the Class of 1972 (18 of 40). The grad- 
uates in the Class of 1972 had been out of school approximately 
one year when this study was conducted. Their, comparatively 
recent entry into the job market may provide a partial explanation 
for their requests for additional clinical 'experience. Another 
partial explanation for their responses ,may lie" in the rather 
rapid growth of the School ^of Nursing. Of' the f ive-jc^lasses* studied^ 
'thy Class 6^ 1972 was the largest^ It was 4^most one-third lar- 
ger than the Class of 1971. .Thus y .^the members Of 'the Class of 1972- 

may have ejjuated the size of their class with' a decrease in clin- 

♦ 

ical experience. ^ 

The recommendations for the future whiph the respondents m^de 
(See Table* 34) tended to^ov^rl^p the areas in which they, felt ^ 
.additional learning experiences could have been provided (See' Table 
33). The exceptions were those which referred to the facutly^ and 
thosQ which were grouped together under the heading: Genei^^l r 
Poiicifes for the Future. The most frequently mentioned recommend- 
ations fe^ll into three broad areas: the curriculum in general, 
specific courses, and faculty. With respect to the curriculum' 



in general, the respondents recommended smaller classes and an 
increase in Tcldnieal experience/hours. 

The recommendations to decreaae the size of the classes 
came primarily from the Class of 1968 (6) and the Class of 1972 
(8). A partial explanation for this recpmmendatipn from the 
Class of 1972. was previously discudse,d in relationship to an 
increase in clinical experience/hours. The responses from the 
Class of 1968 appeared to have been ^ade by* graduates who have 
been employed^ at Research Hospital at some time since graduation • 
They may have perceived' the growth' of the school as affecting 
the amount of clinical experience that later classes received • 

The recommendations about specific courses tended to par- 
a,llel the\courses in which the^ respond^ents indicated thSt addi- 
tional, learrning could have been pi^ovided. 

The specific courses listed in tables 33 and 34 are virtually 
identical, the difference being the frequency associated with a 
particular course* 

The recommendations i^egarding an increase in te^hing effec- 
tiveness^^j emphasis in teaching frequently used the phrase: 
"more experienced^J^r* V / It'^'wa'g^not possible t<f determine what 
kind of "experience", was b.eing stressed by the* respondents and 
thus there *was" no obvious explanation for the recommendation. 

Some changes have been made in the structure of the curriculum 

J> ^ ' ^ 

since most of the respondents graduated. One such change has 
* <t , . > , 

ft » 

been previously mentioned, the "addition of the Specialized Care 
segmen-^ to the Senior Year. The Junior Year has ,also been modi- 
fied, as mentioned earlier. Under the former format of the Junior 
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Year, /the instructor who taught the theory had minimal contact 
with /the students in the clinical area. Under the revised format 
the /instructors teacj/ both nursing theory and its clinical appli- 
cajign. It is believed that these changes will place /more ^m- 
pl;<asis on teaching^ and simultaneously increase' teach/ng effect- 
iveness, ^ 

SUMMARY, Part I of .the follow-up study gathered data regar- 
ding the post-graduation vocational arid educational activities and 
future plans of the members of the Classes of 19&8 through^J^2, 
As was , reported in Part I, 80% of the graduates /rated the adequacy 
of their preparation as 'Good' or 'Excellent' • / The purpose of 
Part II of, the follow-up study was to examine rhe data obtained, 
in Part I to ascertain potential areas of the /curriculum which 
could be "improved upon and. develop recommenda/tions based upon 
suggestions made by the gra'duates\ ' 

The principal findings of Part II of the/ Follow-up Study 
were- as follows: , 

The graduates gave a h^igh^r percentage of 'Excellent^' 
rating than 'F^ir' rating to 17 of 2^ Nursinjg Functions', 
• The. function wHich* received the highest percentage of 
;,^'Fair* ratings* was: "Utilization" of Community resources 
' for- doordination of long-term patieni: ,care • " 

' . The area of Public Health was mogt- freciuently «cited • 
Jby 'the' graduates as an area in which j additional " 
reaming c6uld h^ve* been provided • It was also the' 
only recommended addition to th'e curriculum* The com- 
ments regarding. Public Health seemed I to imply a 
conqern for, and about, community resources* 

. , The respondents^, indicated that additibnal learning 
experiences could have » been provided in a va^piety 
of areas' indicating: increased clinical experience'/ 
'hour^; more practical knowledge ; '*and improving^ some - 
specific courses, e*g* pharmacology*. : 

Recommendations of the respondents for .the future ^ • . 
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included: smaller classes; increased clinical exper- 
ience/hours;' improving some Specific courses; increase 
teaching .effectiveness ; and increasing the number of 
college coUrses/hours during t\e first year in school* 

✓ * • • • 

RECOMMENDATIONS. -The following recommendations were formu-- 

.lated on the basis of the information provided by the graduates: 

^ . That the ,Curriculum Committee of the Faculty evaluate 

the^implications of these, data in regard "to two major ^ 
areas : 

The positive statements made relative to nursing 
functions , curriculum, specific courses , and 
satisfaction with education ^as *they relate^ to 
the continuance and reinforcement of current 
practices. ^ 

Z. The suggestions incMiied in the sections dealing 
with nursing functions, curriculum, specif ic*^ 
courses, and open-ended questions as they relate 
to curriculum development, specifically in terms 
of: 

a • information about resources available, in' 
• the community for long-term patient care 

and 

b. amount of clinical' experience • ' » 

• That the Student Services Committee of the Faculty eval- 
uate the implications of those comments' dealing with in- 
formation about the educational opportunities available 
to students to determine if a program dealing with this 

^ matter is compatible with the role ancj scope of the 

' '~***"Student Services Unit, 



ERLC 



50 
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MCSIOCNT 



JOHN W. aCLGCR. SR^ 
Vice PRfSiOCNT 



HENRY NOTTSCRG. 
SCCRCTARy 




RESEARCH MEDICAL ■ CENTER 



2316 East Meyer Boulevard 



Kansas City, Missouri 64132 



816/276-4000 



ROaCRT C. ADAM* 

exccuTive director 



The School of Nursing is condu'cting a follow-up study 
of the graduates of the Classes of 196 8 through 1972. 

The. purpose of the study, is twofold: Dvto collect 
data relative to the post-graduation professional and 
educational activities of the graduates, and 2) to' 
apply the findings of the study to strengthen areas 
of the curricu-Itim. 

The degree to- which the purpose of the study will be 
attained is dependent upon your response to the ^en- 
closed questionnaire. You can make a significant con- 
tribution to the continued growth of th^ School by 
completing the questionnaire and returning it as 
quickly as possible in the enclosed self-addressed,* 
stamped envelope. 

All responses to the^ questionnaire Will be kept con- 
fidential. No response will be identified by name.' 

Your cooperation in thi^ study is greatlji /appreciated 



by all of us at the School. 




(Mts . ) Teresa !?^ijitchell 
Director, Schdol of Nursing 




Cli'fford Tatham 
Research Projects 
Coordinator 
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Vice PRUIPCNT 



HENRY NOTTBERG. JR. 
SECRETARY 



WILLIAM H. REICH 
TREASURER 




RESEARCH. MEDICAL CENTER 



2316 East Meyer Boulevard ^ • Kansas City, Missouri 64132 • 816/276-4000 



ROBERT E, ADAMS 
EXECUTIVE blRECrOR 



" About tv^o weeks ago you should have received a questionnr 
aire- from the Sqhool of Nursing. The questionnaire was 
mailed to all graduates of the Classes of 1968 through 
1972. As yet we have not received your completed ques- 
tionnaire. 

The nujnber of questionnaires returned has been gr^tifyiijg 
but is not sufficient for a valid study. 

In case you may have misplaced the quesi:ionnaire , or 
did not receive it, a ct>py is enclosed. Would yoii take 
a few minutes' now ^o complete it and return it in -^he 
self-addressed, postage-paid envelope. * 

Since one* purpose of this study is to" strengthen-^areas 
of the curriculum, your response i^ important. . 

J. * 

Would you please return the questionnaire before August '1 
to enable us to process the results before school starts' 
in SepteiRbe^r. Thank^you for your help in making this 
study a success. ' • 

Sincerely, 



Clifford Tatham 

Research Projects^ Coordinator 



p. Si If you've returned the .questionnaire---- Thanks I 
Sorry I 'bugged' you with this letter, ^ 
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GRADUATES OF 
RESEARCH HOSPITAL 8 MEDICAL CENTER SCHOOL OF NURSING 

DIRECTIONS : Most of, the questions can be answered by placing a check ) in 

he appropriate place; otherwise a few^ords are usually sufficient to answer 
«^ question* Please feel .free to^ use additional Isheets or the reverse pages of 
the questionnaire for more detailed /:)9jninent^* 

'E RSONAL DATA (please print) . ' . , " 

^ * ► ^ 

Name : ' * 



B 



Last 



First 



Middle 



Maiden (if married) 



Address 



Marital Status : 
If married, do y 



^ h 



Married 



^Single 
ave any children? 



^Widowed 

Yes No 



Divorced 



. How many? 



Spouse ' s occupation : 



Highest number of years of School spouse completed: 
Less than 8 8-11 x VI 13 14 15 



16 



Over 16 



6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 
13 



14 



POST-GRADUATION WORK EXPERIENCE 



D* 



E- 



F- 



Please list those states in which y6u are licensed as/a regist 



ered nurse: 



1* 



1. 



Are^you working as • a registered^ nurse ? (check only one) 
^Yes^ full time 

^ ^Yes, part time- 1-J.6 hc3urs per we^k ^ 

> Y es , part time-17-32 hours per week < 

^Yes, part time- 3 3 or more hours per week 

No 



If you 'are at present not working as an R.N. what is your primary reason 
for not. working as an R.N.? 

Family/personal needs ^No longer interested in nursing 

Not financially necessary ^Cannot obtain desired position or hours 

^Earn .more at other work Other (specify) 



Check the 

^Medical jfiursmg 

Surgica¥ Nursing , 

^Maternarxy^ Nursing 

Pedia-fric Nursing 

Psychiatric Nursii)g 



ield in which yo\l are now working: 

General ''Nursing 

Special Service '(specify) 

Health field,no1; nursing: 

Other (specify)^ 

Not Working 



Check the ,type-of jsmployer for whom you are now working: 

' Hospital School / public/private " Other * > 

^Nurs'ing Home '.^Public Health Agency ^Not Working 

_^Industry Schbol of Nursing 

Private Duty . M.D. , D.D.,S., etc.* 



*What*type of position do- you how hold?- 

Staff NuVse ^ Team Leader 

Private Duty Nurse Ins^uctor: Clinical 

Supervisor, * ^ Instructor: Classroom 

Head Nurse * . /^ministpator ^ 



Consultant 
"fte search)^ 
"other 



Not Working 



<15 



16 
17 

20 

21 

22 
23 



24 
26 



2'/ 



6. Please list chronlogically all nui^ng positions you have held "since . 

graduation from R.H.M^C, beginnii^ with the first position after graSua- 
tion and including yoiip present position. — ~>__ 

■^itle of Full Part Dates of Employment EmployTng "Institution 
Your* Position Time Time Began Ended , (optional) 

1. • ' ' : 

2. 

. 3. - • ... 
• . ^ . 

-^T '- ^ 

Hs Greatest number of promotions within one institution: - ^ 28 



If you have worked as an R.N. during the past year,- what was your approx- 
imate monthly salary before deductions? * . 

_ 0-$,200 $401-$500 . $701-$800 . $1001-$110{> ' . 29 

$201-$300 $501-^600 '$801-$900 ]^ $1101-$1'200 ' ' ' ' 

$30l-$i+00 $601^$700 $^01-$1000 _ Over $12,00 . - * 30_ 

Counting both full and part-tim^Nj^ork , have there been any period? of time 

since graduation when yoii have not 'been' employed as an R.N.? Yes ^No 31^ 

If "Yes"," adding them all tbgether, check the total period you were not ~ 

.working as an Less than 5 months' 2 years-less than 3 

' " ' 5 months - 1 year 3 years-less than 4 

Over 1 year-less than. 2 4 years-less than 5' 32_ 

What type of position, if any, do vou expect to have 10 years from now? 



jther professic^al activities 

^A^^ , To that organization(s) related to the health field do you. belong?* 

', ' ' ^Nati^nal League for Nursing ^ R.H.M.C. Alumni 'Association/ 33^^ 

» American Nurses Association Other (specify) 

^Asspciatic!)n of Operating,. Room Nurses . 

Did you actively participate in the StucJent Nurse Council while you were ' 
. in. school? Yes ^No • * 34 

Have you done nursing on a volunteej? basis for the 'Red Cross or similar 35 

agencies? Yes ^No ; If "Yes",>bout how many Hours have' you contrib- 36" 

uted during the past year? v. ^ . • ♦ - 37 

U In what community activities . related to. the health :^eld have,^ou engaged 
during, the past year? - * 

^ - \ ; 38 



Have y(5u given any talks or participated oh a panel 
field during the past year: ^Yes No If '^Yes", 



~ ^ I — 7 

related to . the' health 39^ 
<how jjiainy? 40' 



Have you wri'tten any healt^ articles for publication? Yes ^No 41 

If "Yes"-, how many : In what pub plications did they appear: 



2. 

ERIC 



55 '-o_ 



POST-.GRADUATION EDUCATION ' , ' . 

Have you investigated the possibility of obtaining a Baccalaureate Degree? 43 

Yes, No. If "Yes", at what school? ^ HH" 

Did you apply for admission? ^Yes ^No. Were you accepted? Yes^ No HS^ 

' If you were accepted, how did you get credit for your Diploraaniursing . 

courses? 1- Blanket credit 3. Othe r ^ ^ 46^ 

2. -Challenge exams (testing out) 4,^No^credit given 47 

How many more credit hours were required in: ^Nursing. Liberal Arts 

.* If you were not accepted , - wTiat "were you told you would have to do to gairt 
•admission? ^ * 

[ [ 



B. Have you attended any educational program leading to a degree? ^Yes 'No 51_ 

rf "Yes'S do you have a Baccalaureate Decree? ^Yes No Now attending 5 2" 

Major area: ^Nursing Other (specify) f 53^ 

Do you have a Master's Degree? ^Yes No ^Now attending 

Major area: Nurfeing Other (specify) ^ ^ ^ 

Other college degrees or certificates (describe ) * ' 

'* * 

C. If' you do not have a Baccalaureate Degree: 

1. have you experienced difficulty in obtaining a position because you 
, lack the degree? ^Yes ^No . ^ 56_ 

D. If .you have attended workshops; institutes, or courses without . college ' 57^ 
credit, please fill in the following information concerning each, begin- 
ning with the first such experience after graduation from R.H.M.C. . 

Do not include in-service training. 

Institution or ' 
Sponsoring Agency Location Subject Year . Length 58_ 



£• In what areas do yoCi feel a need foT> Corftinuing Education? ' t 



EVALUATION OF THE CURRICULUM ' . ' . : ; . . ' 

a"; At the time of your graduation from R.H.M.C*, which of the .following 

positions would you say you Were qualified tp take? (tiheck all that .apply) 59^ 

Staff Nurse-hospital ^ Instructor (sp^ecify);^ ; rr—^^ 

^Sead Nurse' , _^Supervisor ^ ^\ , \, 

Team Leader Clinic/Doctor's office. \, , > ^' ' . ' 

^^Public Health' Nurse ' Other, (specify) • . ' '\ •/ 



In addition to those checked above, which of the following, positions would 
you say you were qualified to take with experience ,. jDut without further 
educational preparation beyond that obtained at R.H.M.C? , :*\ ^\ 

^Staff Nurse-ho^pi*tal Instructor (specify) '. , ^ ■ ^ ' ' 

' Head Nurse Supervisor ^ ' ; ^ J& 

V ^Team Leader ^Clinic/Doctor's office • - - ^ 

Public Health Nurse Other (specify) ' : ^ / - ^ ^ 



60 



Row would you rate your preparation for nursing in general as compared to 



nurses' who have been graduate'd f-rom 

1) Oth^r Diploma programs? 

^Somewhat aboye About the same Somewhat below , 61 

2) Associate Degree programs? , ' • 

^Somewhat above ^ About the same ^Somewhat below , 62 

3X/Baccalaureate Degree programs? 

^ ■ Somewhat above About the same Somewha^t below ^ 6 3 

Check in the appropriate column to indicate how you would rate the adequacy 
of your preparatioi? at R.H.M.C. for each of the following functions. Use 
the followwng code':'* E — Excellent; G — Good; F — Fair; P — Poor 

- \ ^ E' G F P 
Determining the nursing *need6 of individuals who are at 

v^riou? points on the health-illness continlium * 6 

Determining the nursing needs of individuals of 

various ages *. ^ 7 

^Planning . nursing care \ • ,. r# 8 

Implementing ,a nursing care plan , 9 

Evaluating nursing care> given by self or others 10 

Carrying out" nursing procedures- by utilizing 

technical skills • 11 ' 

Recognizing and .meeting psychological needs..:.-. ^ 12 

Patient and family teaching ; '. . • ; 13 

Observing, recording, and reporting pertinent signs 

and symptoms ' 14^; 

Making decisions concer^ning nursing care based upon 

scientific principles ; 15 

Communicating /effectively with- 

» 1) patients and families ' ^ 16 

" 2) health feam members ' J 

' 3) Supervisor \ 18 

W) Doctors '. : '19 

♦Participating in the analysis and meeting of total ■ ^ ' 

, hea^tl^f needs of patients... ^ 20 

Assisting the patient with the medical regimen 

for treatment... ^^^^ 21 

Coordinating the work of, and giving guidance to, 

other nursing team members...* 22^ 

Working* effectively with^others. . * ^ 23 

» Utilizing educational opportunities 'for continued,, 

■ * personal and professional growth • • • ' 

Assuming responsibility for 'decisions and actions ' 

as a professional* person.^. ...... * - ^ j 25 

tSftilization of > cominunity resources for coordination 

• Qf - long-terin patient care..i; '26^ 

.Developing your <5wn philosophy of' nursing. ^ ^ 27 

. Did you feel ade<iuafely prepared for your State Board Exams? ^Yes ^No. 28 

Did you'wish to be employed by R.H.M^C. when .yoju graduated? > Yes. 29 

If- "Yes" , ^for what position .did you apply? ^ / 

• '^Was the position available for you? ^X^es. No. ^ ^ * - ^ 30 

: Were you told you could. stdrt elsewhere and be transferred* to the desired ^ 

' department when an /opening Was available?- , Yes ^No^ . , • 31 

If "Yes", were you subsequently transferred? Y?s No 3.2 



Uas y.our work in nursing jnet ^^our expectations in terms of: /f* . ^ 

^ Per?Sonal <jSatisf action .iYfes No I cannot answer these questions 

^|/-"Sklary * ,^ Yes No or because T^have never worked* as 33_ 

Working con'ditipns ' ' Ves tlo . *57, an N.' ' 



Which of the following statements most nearly describes your opinion on 
the controversial issue regarding continuing or discontinuing Hiploraa 
programs in nursing? ' ^. • 

Strongly Agree that Diploma -program's should be continued. 

A gree that Diploma programs shoUld.be continued. 

Disagree that Diploma programs should be continued. 

Strongly Disagree that Diploma prxograms should be continued. 

N o opiriion. ^ ' // 

• Please explain your reaponse to the above guest^ion: 



i. What additional, kinds of leamirvg experiences could -the School have 
provided for 'you? 



J. What recommendations do you have for the School of'Nui?sing for the future 



K. What can the. School do for ^0^1 as an Aliinjnus? 



